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DEFORE THE NOAND OF PERSONNTL APPEALS

IN THE MATIER 0F ULPALA-T7 |
MONTANA FEDERATION OF TEACEERS an
behalf of EASTERN MONTANA COLLEGE !
FACOLTY #ARGAINING COALITION,

Complatnant, ) PIHAL ONDER
-v5- H
HONERT ¥, NOYEL and Kis agonta who )
corgrisoe the Petiticoners asoeking :
Dacartification in Cage DEFO-79. I

laooottttatbitvvrr;ttitttti.ti_ﬁ

A Proposed Pindings of Pact, Concluniong of Law and
Mo ecmmonded Qedar wis issuod by Bearing Exaniper, Me, Jorcy L.
Painter, in tho above vaptionod mabter on July 29, 1977,
disminsing the unfair labor praceice complaine,

Excoptions to the Proposed Order were filed by Complalbant
on Augunk 24, 977 .asd ool argunept wae heard before the Scapd
of Parsonnel Nppealis on Octobes 21, 1977,

Aftey reviewing the recerd and copsidering the briefs and
mral acpurenls, the Board maksa the fuiluwing trder

I'" 15 DANENED, that tho Exceptions to the Wearing Examinor's
Proposad Pindings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Proposed ocder
hre doniad,

IT 18 ORDERED, thet this Board therefora wdopts the Pindingy
af Fact, Conclusions of Law and Rooonsended Order lasued by the

Hoaringa Exaninor.

4 ;
pated thin /A% day of _fga s . 1977,

AChnt Lrom oy
Chairnan
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IETORE THE BOARD OF PERSCHNEL APPEALS

NESTANA, PEDERATION OF TEACIERS on
behal? of EAGTERN MONTANA COLLEGE
FACULTY BARGATNING COALITION,
Complainant, FINDIRGE OF ¥ACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW,
AND HECOMMENDED ORDER
ULE #1d, L1237

ROBERT M. HOYEE and his agents who
comprize. the Patitionars oeoking
Docertification in casa DC 46,

L ™ il i T Sl Tl (b b

Hespondents,

LI N T D L R DT IR BN R B R T T T T T ST T TR T TR R T U R R ]

The Thgtern Montana College Bargaining Conlition #4led
unfair labor practice charges against the above-naned lespondents
with tho Hoazd of Porsonnel Appeals on May 24, 1977, Tha
conplaint alleged that Feopondonts tepresented Lo employoes
cofitacked that Ly aigning decertification cards bthey would be
axpressing o vobe of eonfidence in tho Collltion, and thst swaal
fraudulent representations induced cortaln employees te slun the
cards when they otherwise would not have dene wa, The chargp
Wal signed by Joseph W, Dufty, gounnel for the Monteana Fadoratlon
of Yeachors, a nenber of the bargaining coalition,

Awaring on the matter wie conductoed op June 1Y, 1977, in
the Potrn West Room of the Eastern Montann College Student Union
il Lding. nuly agpolnted lloaring Exaniner for Lhe Board was
dorey L. Paintor, Mr. pDuffy cepresented Complainant, and br.
Hoyes cepresantod Pedpondenta.  Me, Duffy moved that the petltlon
Filed with che Board be ancnded se that the Complalnant be the
“HMontana Fedecation of Teachers on bohall of the Bastern Montann
Colinge Faculty Bargaining Coalltion." The poticn was granted

und tho Hoaring Examiner declared that the Aparican Aseociation
of Unlversity Professors; s member of the Coalition, is nob a

participant in the compiaint,
‘Tha following "indings of Fast, Concluslons of Law, ond

Secommandad (der ace based upen o thorough review of the ontire




13
1M
15
16

LF
18

1)

record in this matter, including oworn teatlmony, exhibits as
ovidenoo,  a&nd written briefs,
FINDENGS OF FACT

1. GRobegk H, ¥oyes, a respondent In this matter, elrculated
s patitien (Complainant's Exhibib 1,] among the members of Ehe
Banstern Montana College Paculty Bacgalning Cealition seeking the
cignatures of those who “reguest that the Faculby Eenate call for
# vote on decertilicakion whnn.p;unnntad with the potition,
Forty-nine membess, including Dr. Noyes, sioned the petition,
which s dated fiovember 9, 1977, 0Or. Noyes was metivated to
clrevlate the patition after cbrerving several complaints anang
tha membeys adgainsc tho coaldtios,

2. The rules of this Board require that a pobition for
decartification be filed not nors than 90 nor less thaw G0 dayw
hefore the epxpiratdon of the curcent cplleckive bargaining pgrass

mont. Jince the Coalition's eontract with the College expired
Jure 30, 1977, the rule reguirod thoe petition for decartifieition

tn be filed betwaon May 2 and April 2, A Pew days before April 2,
De.  Hoyes met with sope of kip colleasnies to. digscin s ppproaching
Faculty menberd about signing acthroization cards to decerbify the
eoalicion.,

1. Thowe eircelating the cards knew the logal effecti of

enough people @lgning the cards would be to uvall for a represspnts

ation election, rather than to ba o vote of confidence in tha
Coalition, Dr. Hoyes cestified that those ciroulating the cards

vanted to have a positive attlitode. We wanted to ask
poople to =ign theseo I-aaid, "Pleasme, don't use any
“pressuro.” Other people. said, "Yes, why dop't yon
Alggest thet this will call for o pev election.” 1
think wr all agread that iF we dldn*t gak the ndunber
of gucds, wo ware going ko dank the whole thing and
join one of the btwo Gutfits and try Lo make the
coalltion work. I sald, or scmeone said, *"Tell thess
people that with & new clection, Lf "no' wine, well,
that's 'mb.' 1f AATF, MEA (Montapa Bducation Assooiation),
AT (nmerican Federatlon of Teachers) should win, we
should all join them and suppart then," We tricod to

have a very wholesome, pozitive approach. We wanted
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to yet out of this bickering and, the husiness, the
two oubfits that weren't working together, reopresent-
ing vs. That wos the gist of ik,

4. George Madden, Aﬂﬂ?ﬂlnta Frofessnr of Education, momiar
of the Coalition Council, amd chiefl sgokesperson for the bargain-
ing tesn that nogotisbad the contract that expired June 30, was
appranched by Do, Noyos: to oee whethor he wanted o alen bhe
cotltion sent ko the Paculbky Seneto in Novembar. ‘There lg a
conpflict In teéstimony as to wWhat oxactly tranapirad during thaire
converartion, Or, Hoyes testified that he 4ld nol tell pr.
Madden that the purpose of Ele petition was to get a vote of eon-
fidence in the coallition. He sald he bold Df. Madden that it
could be considered as o yobto of confidence in the senne that 1f
Ehere ware not encugh signatures obtained to make Lhe pesition
affgorive, he would throw ik away. He tesatified that he 44 pok
t=ll Dr, Madden:that signing the peliticn would be a vote of con-
Cldence L the Conlition.

fr. Madden sald £n & sworn affidavit (Cooplainant's Exhibilt
2} ehat pr. Haoyes Lold him that the purgone of tha November
petition *was to secure a vots of confidence in the Coalition.®
e Eentifiod to the sono sffect ot tha hearlpg. 0OfF, Madden,
whe dld pot sign the pﬁtitiqn. testifiod that he tald Dr. toyes
@t the Lima bhat he didp®t sse the potitdon to have that elTeok,

but he aald he believed the disagrecmont resulved Crom his v ing
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had moce opportundivy tham pr. Hoyes to study and koow about the

law of collackive bargaining in Montana. ©Dr. Haddan did not

*dcny Dr. ¥oyee's mtatemont that Dy, Moyes did not say that signing

Lhe pecicion vould be o vobe of confidence in the Coalicion.

i 5. Dbr. Hoyes and Dr. Hadden had a conversation in April

concerning tha eirculation af bhe anthorizaticn coards; ond neithar
rentioned the question of the petltion or the cvards being a *vote
of ﬂunflﬂennp.”

fi. DOf. Hadden witnessed a faculty momber approach ohe of
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fia eolleagues abouk rigning an asthorizaticon capd,. Hls best-
ifiad that the would-be sloner wans told it wao an "opportunity
to have a vote of confidence® in the Comliticon, and he aald in
e sworn affldavit (Complainant®s Exhiblt 2) that the parson
noliciting ehe sionature said *the purpose uas a vote of con-
flecenoe” in the Coallitich,

7. Dr. Madden knows of e Faculty menber signing an author-
ization card belleving it to be a vote of confidence in the
Coalition. Ho testlfied that he was "pretty confident® that a
numbar of Faoulty mumhnrn Fignad. cards baldaving- them to be
“involved with scme kind of vote of confidance and did sign
cards for. that reazon " hut adisitted thabt his belief comes fron
second~hand informaticn. HAe aaid at the hearing, *1 have heard
peopla Lall me that they have kaown people who sald they nigned
It Ithe carcd) thinking it was a vote of gonfidence,®

“&-. B.L, Mausman, Assoviite Professer of Pavehelogy, was
approached by a colleague and asked if he wanted to nign the
Hovembey patition ag it was Delng eirouleced.. Ho wan tpld the
patition would &a a chunce to clear the ailr and hava a voie of
punfidence in the Conlltion.

#. Jumes Lieglec, Associate Profepsor of History and

Frosident of the Colleqge's chaptetr of AFT, sald Ip a meorn
arfidavit {Complainanc's Bxhibit 4) that a faculty merber told

hin that the "drive for signatuees for o docertificatlion electics®
hnd bean represented to him o a vote of confidence. Dy,
Eleglor teatified that he told the person that ha saw the cards
as a vote For decectification of the Coalition rather than as

a vorn of conflidence, unless one condidern that by winning

the election, the Coslition would haﬁg the tonfidonce of the
faculty., D¥. Fiegler told him that pnot signing the card would
be a vote of confidence in the Coalition,

10, Willitan Plank, Associate Professor of French and
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grievance offleer for the Colloga's chapter of AFT, was visiting
ono day in Apell with Joann Meide, reference librarian, and o
foculty mamkor who was circulating authorlzation cards, He toid
the man that he thought circulating the cards wonid damage the
credibility of the Coailitien at the bargaining table. br, Plank
sald L a sworn affidavit (Complalnapt's Exhibit 3} that the
porson "anewered me that he did not consider it famaging to the
bargaining talks and that he vas dolpg Lt because it was a vote
of confidence for Ehe barsalniog agnn:f' fir. Plank testifiod that
whesn he apked how that could be, the man told him that £F the
Coalibion produces woll and proves itwelf at the Largabning table,
it wil]l win the slection and he stronger than avar.

11. Dy, Plaok.and Mo, Heide were spproochad later Ly

| apther faculty member elrculating authorization cards. Dr. Plank

anked hiln why he woas sigoding a card, since he thooght kot would

decpordizo the Cealition's crodiblllity at the bargaining table,

| The Faculty nenbor told hin four or five Limes In the nnnﬁing con-

varaatlon that thera was pe danger in that, that the card was
paraly 4 yvote of confldencwn. ‘The pecoon diﬁ nok tell Dr. #lank
that he had Lpan Lnld.thc coard was o vote of confidenca,

12, Me, Halde was peked by a colleagus who had receivad an
autherization card if signing it actually would be a vote of con-
fldenee. She told the person it would not. Ma. Maide hed oo
knowliedde of anyone signing an avthorizaticn cayd bhelieving it to
bie 0 vote of confidenco. &le wiae told by pome porsons who eigned
the Bovenber petition they intended thelr signatures Lo Le cops-
strued ap a vobe of copfidence, Ehe did nok know as of thae

hmaring how many Lheees Wers.
Dlacussiont 1t must now be daternined whether the use of

the torm "voto of ecnfidence® in the situstlions revealed at tha
bearing was mieleading And constitutes n misreprefgentation so ag

to probe Complainant's charge of an unfair labor practlce, TF
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cerploinint's charge ls upheld, the Hearing Bxsniner mast also
determine tho appropriste rocommonded vemedy.

The vharge is against Dr. Noyes "and his agents,” those
who comgples the potitloners asweking decertification In casne DO BH

Dr. Hoyaa eontended in his reply brief and at the hearlpe that he

should not he considered a lobor organi#ation and accordlngly ean- |
5ot be guilty of an unfair labor practice, Counsel for Complalnand
referred to the definition of "labor nrgahiznt;un" in Section 59-
160248); R.C.MN, 1947

any ordanization or assoclation of any kind in which
smployees participate and which oxists for the primarcy
purposae of dealing with employers concarning grievances,
labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of employ-
ment, fringa baneflte, or other conditions of enploymant,

It appears that D, Hoyes and thope seaking decprtification

:
of the Coalition would £all into this definftion, in view of Cheir

conbined activities Lo determine the santlment among the facully
members Tof decertification ~6f the existine bargaining repro-
nentative. Counwel further pointed out that Sactlon 59-16071{1),
R.CM. 1547, in setelpng up the procedure for Benrihyg an unfnic

labor praptice conrglaint, says, "Whepever a complalnl is Filed

alleging that any person has angaged Lp or im engaging in any

sucth unfalr labor practice . . ., (emphagie added) and “paraan",
according te Spotion S9-1602{8), "ineludes one or more Individunls)

Bespondents therelore seem to clearly be subjoct to the riehts and
;rnuponslbllitina of Lhe Montann statutory provisions for collectlyy
targaining as o labor organizacion.

; tounsel for Complainant alledes in hio Lrial that the rep-
refentations of leapordients in circulating both the Hovember
petition ang bthe Aril suthordzation sards should bo conaldersd
by the Hearing Examiner, even though the Hovember petition lacked
formality necessary to ¢all for a ropresentatlon election. The
total of all testinony and evidence will be cansidered by the
"Hnaring Examiner as requasted by Counsel, but the representations

-
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conceraing the esriier petition. fThat ig becauses tho issua here
im what the signers of Lhe eards could rensonably have beas 1sd
to believe, not what nay have been bha Bellef of the signers of
Eha patition, o docunent expressing maroe Intembion sl having ao
powey to iniklate proceedings with this Boasd thak would give Ehe
partios bthe rlalts and redpcnslbllities under Mombann's colleckive
bacgaining  lawsn.

br. Madden cestified at the hearing and Counsel for Comp-
lainant omphasized Iln his brief chat althougl the signers of the
cards were college profesaces with sdvanced acadendc degeess, Lt
ahtould pot be assumed that they had any axpertise te Interpret
Ehe lapgesge on the oards or that they had even a working know-
ledge of thier rights under tho collecidive bargoining lawo. Tha-
hearing Examiner Wl11 consider these remarks In sk ing hin
recomtended order and will consider all other factors naceasioy
Lo enAure the protoction of the rights 6f all partios involyed
confarrad by the collective bargaining lawa,

counsel lor Comploinont eitan in his beief several canes
decided by Ehn Hational Labor Belaticns Board (NLEGD and United
Statos circult eourks ef appeals that considarad bhe sffect of
Inaccurate and nicloading repreasntatione to would-be sigpners of
authorization cards. Made by labor organfzations the leading cane

has been BLUB v, Cunberland Ekoo Corp., 351 F.2d 917, 60 LREM 2305

{tth Cir. 1965, enforeing Cumberland Shos Corp., 54 LERM E233 (196!
which turnod on the ruling that if asthorlzation cardn acs
aolicitod wikth ehe tapresantation that th?y will be used For af
alection and khey sre later eped En pfnua mejority satacue, there
is no misrepradeptation. Hlsrcp:unmntaﬁicn oecurs dundses the
Camberland rule cnly when ke slgners ate told the cards will be
waed only for an alaction.

The rule has been subject o nuch digcussfion in the courts.

In HLED v Foehler, 55 LARM 2570 (Tth: Cir, 19641, bLha court would

p—
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cunginy president told hin the carde did not meake any differace

epforca tha HLRE's arder to the esployer to bargain wlth the
uiilon.. The ordar, made on the baeis of a majoricy of the' eoplovecs
sizning authorization carvds, wia held invalid bocaune all the
employess had been told e casds were, In the words of ono
witness, "not te get & Unlon In there, 1t wae Justk 4o there would
e o vote to ded 1T a Uplon would get in Ehereo®.

The court saild in HLID ¥ Winn-Dixie Etores, Inc., 50 LRREM
A8TE, ZATH [6th Cic. 1565}

The decimions of tha Board as well aw the opinicnn of
tho conrks place mnorve erchosi=s upon tha cepragentations
mide Lo the smployeos at the tima the cards were signed
than vpon the langudge set forth in the oards. 1f in
fact mlarepresentations are made by Lhe wsion ko employees
te the affoct that the only purposs of the cord is o
authoriza the unlon ta-petﬁtiﬁn the Board for an aloceion,
s card Will not be constroed to authorlsze representation,
even though it contalns language to that ceffect.

fhe court foond that tla HLAN's decieion that thera wero no mia-
representntions of sufficient welght to lhvalidate the authorizatidn
cards' selection of the union as the esployeses' proper bargaining
ddenk Wi based op substontial avidenses,

A mlaeppresentation may nob ba an Enriuuu whetn there is no
amblogidby An the language in tha enrd, as bedichted in HLas v,

Petorsan Broa., Inc., 58 LRRM 2570 (Sth Cir. 1966)., %he wife of

ane. employes who could not cead slgned nnd sent in an awthorizacieod
card For her husbond. The cord read:

I, the upndersignad employoa, , . . hereby selected
tho abave named ualcn as sy collective bargaining agent.
This ia ot an application for mombership. ‘This card
is for use In support of a depand of this unlon for
recognition fror the compamy im yous Lehalf, o for
at N.L. 1k, olecticn. (Enphasis added, |

Upon finding that hie wife had sent 4n tha card, he had her read
him the labter thak aocutptanied it. He bpoame angry beonige he
did pot favor the wnlon, but wae oply neutral toward Li, He

teatified that he-dld ot bry &6 get the card back bBecnizea fhe

alnee thers would be on elactian anyway., The court said at 58
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LkEREM 2572, "This reldance upon the presidont's statement might
ot have any substantial affect Were it not for the amblguous

i langoacge on Lthe face of the card.® Tb was accordingly held his

card could nobt count toward the seiection of the unien os hoar-
galpipg representative.

1, Crawfocd Mmfg. Co. v, ¥WLED, &6 LM 26525 I%th Clr. 1867},

concarned mlsrepresentations. about cerds that clearly designated
the union am the desired collactive bargaining reprosentative for
the zigners apd thak said nothing about an election. The eourt
sald the trial exaniner fowpd with "ample juatification” that

somn aEployees were lad to belleve that signing the cards would
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lB"uniau hnd won Lhe election and had cuccesded in negotiating

only call For an election and that others were confuseéd by the
inion'es repressstations an bo the eards! significancs, The
axaminer aizo found that sorMe arngloyees ware Lled 4o belicwe that by

signing the cards they would not be joining the union until the

conkract patisfactory th bhe arployees,. The sobrt sald at 66
LAHM 2532:

Troel of such a prevalent and perveading misconception

20
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27 ||lLmne 2849 {5th Cir. 19671, that when cards are challenged becauso
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whan gqeperated by the union organizer's represcontaticnn
cannat be ignored, It ia pob decisivo that the cards
in thedr terms ¢ontained no suggestlon that thoy sig-
nified apything less than a difect grant of authority
for the union o agt ap collactive agant for the eoployees:
Daspité the regard we hold for the contrary copinion,
f.Q. s HLAB v. Cunbarland: Ghoe Corp,., A5 Fo24 917, 520,
60 LEAM 2305 (6 Cir. 1965] and cafes there eited, we
will not ntick nochanically to the literal pheaning of
tho cards, & choat of the parol evidence rule, such
tltaraligm subordinatns whiat really counts: bho accesl
thderstanding of the signercs.

Te was held in Enginears & Fabricators, Inc. v. NLIE; &4

pf alleged nisroprosentationsa by the union in thely solicitacion,
tha NLIE trogs-petitioning for enforeenent of its order has the

burdan of proving the snhj:ctiﬁﬁ inepnt to authorize ropreasentatlor
by the union was not vitisted by the misrepressncations. This

winnld be so even though She enployess hod nob Besn told that tho




1} only  gurpope of the cacde was to Instltute an eloction,

2 The Uniced Btaton Suprese Couct, af Counsel mentions s his
31 brlel, was faced with & question of the validity of the Cumberland
4l rule In HLRY v, Cissall Packiog Co., 0.8, , 71 LRRM 2481
G| (1963), %Yhe court sald at 71 LREM 2493;
fi In rasnlving the confllet among the clrcuits in favoy

l of approving the Board's Cumberland rule, wo think it
I aufficlent to point out that esployess should be bownd

by the cleoar lamnguase of what they sign unless that

a language i= deliberately and clearly canceled by a unlon
” adherent with woreds oploulated &0 direct the signer to
all disregayd and forget the language above his cignature.
w0 1t appoars Lhen thac tho trapd of the cassd cited abova
ul culminntad in the Suprona Court's statament that card signers willl
17|| be bound by the ¢lear language of the card unleas they hkave bhosg

13| given misrepresentations that clearly preclude their signatuores.
144 Applying this rula to the case at hand makes 1t incusbent upon

161 the Hoaring Examiner to peconrend dismissal of the copplaint.

|5 Tho caeds for decertiflcation of the Coalition say:
17 L, tha undersigned, a member of the Eastern Montana
Collede Faculty Bargaining Coalitlen (AFT-AATP) oo
i longer believe this coalition represcnte the interescts
,I of the majority of the amployees in the upnit.
18 ‘
n Hamp Dato

21|l Tt war not entabllished by theo avidence that any sisoers of the

22 cnrde. sianed bellaving they were cagding n votd of confidencea in
|

20| the vonplition. DPr, Hoyes probably did mentlon "vote of confidence|

Zdéto . Madden in hig cooversation with him concerning the Hovenber
)

?BsputitiGﬂQ but it was ot ostablished that he pald slgning it woold
9ﬁj constitute a vote of confldence, ES&n‘Plnﬂing af Faclk He., 4)

27l pr. Madden, furthersore, 4id nol sign the petitien, The term

8| "wotm of confidense” uss alss used In conversaticnn with or.

200 Mausnan |[Pinding of Faet Me. 0], Or, Zlegler (Finding of Pact No,
ey, pe. ﬁlank (finding of Fact Bo, 10}, and Ms. Meideo (Flpding of

N ract ¥o. 16, 11, and 12). The canversation Dy, Plank and Hs.

3| Hwide hod with & eard signar is Ehe only evidence that acmnohn;aigrud |




|will owerturn the results of o showing of Interest by puthorizatich
aurds, thera must bo ovidence of o gufficient nunber of mlgners
|| having boen piven misrppresentatlons s=¢ ss to find that a mafority

|| Ior otler appligable porocaentoge) of the sigeers did nck pupport

the card believing it to ka a vote of cenfidence. (Sae Pindlpg
of Pact Ho. 11.) -But that person did nob say ha was told that
Algeling It would be woch a vote, and Lhe llearing Examiner is
unable to draw the inferonce that any obher mesbers of the foculty
wers cxpressly told that sloning the card would ho gsoedy 4 voats
aflar copsldering the hearsay evidence of Dr, Madden (Pinding of
Fack %o, 7] and the testinony of Me, Melds thit sone signed tho
Hovambar pecition balieving Lt to be n vote of confidence (Finding
of Fact Ro. iz2}.

The liearing Examiper seea nothing prejudicial to the rishts
of thoss wigning the cacds by the maee use of the tern “vote of
confidense, " as bt appears gquite falr to use Ehat tern in the
conkaxt of lookiog ahead to a reprasentation slectlon where all
thosa supporting the Ccalition would have the cpportiknity to sa
EXprass bhemRelves. (See Pindihgas of Pact Hao. 3, 4, 7, @, and
1o.} ‘'Min is annlogous to the situation doscribaed Ly the U4,
Fiprenn Court in Oissal, aupri:

Thete 18 nothing incorslstenl in handing an employoo a

card that says (he aigner authorizes the union to rep=

rosent him and then tellipg him that the card will

Eruhahlg ba usad: first to get an election. Elections

ave paeen, wfter all, and will contines to Be, helé in
tho wvast majority of snses. [71 LEEM at 2483)

The cased cited by counsel also show that bafore the courts

tha pecitionad-for legue, {Seée Trend Milln, Inc. 154 NLEN Ho.

7, 54 LERM 1714, Peterson, supra, and Xochler, supra.) oOnly ohe

of the GE ocards supporting decertifiostion wos shown bo b
guestionable, |Sce Finding of Pact He. 11.] 1he liraring Exanincr
Rads It clesar to counsel that ha would allew wny card signer to

testify if Counsal could phow the relevance of such btaatimoiy.
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Einca thare ls losufficient evidence to support the unfalr
labor practica charge, {4 18 unnececsary to deternine the appro-
priate preaedy,

CUNCLUSIONS OF LAW
1. Tohert M. Hoves and others who cletculated decortdificatio

cards #all under the definition of “labor organization® of ehe
Montana collective bargaining statuber and are acoordingly cons

ferred the legal rights and responsibilities eonferred on labor
argapleations under thoso atntibbes,

£ Mobect W, Noyes and his sgents did not commit an unfair
lobor practice in their conduct atbtending the circulatlon of Lhe
degertilioation cards.

ERCOMMERLED . ORDER

The unfeir lakor practice ¢omplaint brought sgainst Bobert

H. Hoyes and hiz agentn is horeby dianissed,

DATED this 29¢h day of July, 1977.

DOAKD OF PEASONNEL AFFEALS

av% 7 ?ﬂwilﬂ"
arfl L. Painter

Henring Examinar




